For those who believe in divine revelation mediated by authorized agents, the central questions are (1) What writings constitute the words communicated by God? and (2) Have such writings been reliably transmitted to us? Although my presentation is focused on the latter question, the former is logically prior. How one answers the first question will determine evaluation of evidence relating to the second.
I am assuming in this treatment of the text of the OT that what is authoritative as inspired Scripture is the canonical text. 2 Factors defining a canonical text according to Nahum Sarna, are "a fixed arrangement of content" and "the tendency to produce a standardized text." 3 M. Civil notes concerning the transmission of ancient Mesopotamian literature that "text stability and fixed sequence of tablets within a series are also the criteria by which to define a cuneiform text as standard or canonical." 4 Although I defer to the paper by Professor Dempster, 5 my own study of canonization has led me to conclude that the text of the OT in arrangement, content, and stability was fixed by the time of Ben Sira or more probably, at the end of the fifth century bc by Ezra and Nehemiah. According to 2 Macc 2:13-14, Judas collected the books as a library after the war, following the example of Nehemiah before him. It is the history of this text that I attempt to treat in what follows.
Discussion of the text of the OT entails the discipline of textual criticism, both an art and a science at the same time. Study in this discipline advances by knowing: (1) bookmaking and practices of scribes in the ancient Near East; (2) the surviving witnesses to the text of the OT; (3) the relative worth of the various witnesses; (4) the history of the transmission of the text; and (5) appropriate methodology in the praxis of deciding between different readings in the witnesses.
Engaging in this task is overwhelming; in my judgment no one person can begin to master all the materials, much less survey them in a brief presentation. Here I will attempt to survey recent work on book production and our list of witnesses before providing some assessment of the history of the text, the worth of the witnesses, and approaches taken to the criticism of the text.
i. bookmaking and scribal practices

A work by Emanuel Tov appeared in 2004 entitled Scribal Practices and Approaches Reflected in the Texts Found in the Judean Desert.
6 He discusses the identity, nature, role, and status of the scribes as well as their approaches to their Vorlagen. Were they mere copyists or did they, in fact, function as editors and even co-authors? He describes writing and writing materials such as leather and papyrus, scrolls and sheets, ink and implements for writing. All the technical aspects of scroll writing are catalogued and extensively detailed: the contents and lengths of all the scrolls; whether or not they had blank handling sheets at the beginning or end; dimensions of sheets; the number of columns of text per sheet; the dimensions of the margins and of the text; and how corrections and repairs were made. He discusses divisions between words, sense units, poetical units and books, and classifies and lists all editorial marks and the procedures of scribes. The different scripts used and their origins are analyzed. The special scribal characteristics of specific groups of texts are classified as well. The practices of scribes at Qumran, for example, differ from scrolls found elsewhere in the Judaean Desert, so that one may speak of a Qumran scribal practice, particularly in morphology and orthography.
The countless details make reading the book tedious and soporific, but this is offset by the enormous value of the work. It is interesting that a number of rules prescribed for writing biblical scrolls in the late talmudic tractate Massekhet Soferim were already being followed at Qumran with little distinction between sacred and non-sacred literary texts. Yet a few distinctions are observable between biblical and nonbiblical texts, and especially so in manuscripts from the Judaean Desert other than Qumran. Almost all biblical scrolls-including all proto-Masoretic texts-from sites in the Judaean Desert were copied carefully and those in the paleo-Hebrew script were copied more carefully than those in the square script. Apart from the amulets from Ketef Óinnom bearing the Aaronic Blessing from Numbers 6 inscribed on silver and dating to the seventh to sixth century bc, our earliest witnesses to the text are after 300 bc.
Texts from the Judaean desert.
Early attestation to the text changed considerably in the twentieth century with the discovery of what are commonly called the DSS. Texts were found at the following sites, listed from north to south: Wadi Daliyeh (beyond the Judaean Desert, strictly speaking), Ketef Jericho, Khirbet Qumran and caves related to Qumran, Khirbet Mird, Wadi Murabba'at, Wadi Sdeir (= Na˙al David), Na˙al Óever, Na˙al Mishmar, Na˙al Se'elim, and Masada. 7 The discovery entails fragments of some 930 texts, of which approximately 200 are biblical books, all dated generally between 250 bc and ad 130. Some texts were written in Greek and Aramaic, although the majority are in Hebrew. Most Hebrew texts are in the square script, although approximately 12 texts are in the paleo-Hebrew script, mostly scrolls of the Torah. The official publication is in the Oxford Series Discoveries in the Judaean Desert. Commencing publication in 1955, thirty-nine of the 39 or 40 projected volumes have now appeared-thirty-two since 1990 and even twelve since 2000. We can say with certainty, then, that scholars have only just begun to adequately assess the textual value of these witnesses.
Cairo Genizah fragments.
Another cache of important witnesses was discovered at the end of the nineteenth century in the Genizah of the Ben Ezra Synagogue in Old Cairo, now preserved in the Taylor-Schechter Collection in the Cambridge University Library. Proper protocol for old, wornout scrolls requires that they be stored away. The place of storage is called a genizah, from Hebrew ganaz, "to store away." Of some 200,000 documents, 24,700 fragments are biblical texts. Catalogues containing complete description of these texts appeared in four volumes by M. C. Davis and B. Outhwaite. 8 Volume 1 of the Catalogues was published in 1978 and the last two only in 2003. These are important proto-Masoretic texts, and readings from these manuscripts have been cited in the apparatus of our printed Hebrew Bibles since BHK3, but in a non-systematic way. They have, as yet, not been collated fully, nor is their witness being included systematically in the new BHQ for texts dated after 1000. Here, too, can be mentioned a catalogue of papyrus texts from Egypt by Sirat listing five manuscripts from the third to seventh centuries: 11 In addition, she dates 158 of the fragments from the Cairo Genizah before this time. These witnesses cast enormous light on the early history of the mt. Description of the manuscripts covers codicology as well as content.
3. Masoretic tradition. The history of the text from ad 600-900 correlates with different groups of Masoretes, Jewish tradents who devised systems of signs to represent vowels and accents and committed the reading tradition handed down orally before that time to writing. 12 At first, only a few vowels were shown. Later, full vocalization was shown under the influence of Syriac and Arabic literature.
A large-scale emigration of scholars to Babylon occurred in the second century ad as Romans and Christians gained control. Later, the conquest of Palestine by Islam in ad 638 made possible a return to Palestine of Jewish scholars and revival of textual work in Tiberias (Galilee). As a result, different systems of pointing arose:
There are two famous families of Tiberian Masoretes: (1) ben Asher; and (2) ben Naphtali. The text of the ben Asher family was universally accepted as the most faithful preservation of the text and is believed to be represented by such famous codices as Jerusalem, Makhon Ben-Zvi le-Heqer 17 The number of manuscripts comprising complete or incomplete Bibles in these three volumes is 18, 23, and 3, respectively, for a total of 44. They have now begun a new catalogue of Hebrew manuscripts in the Bibliothèque Nationale in Paris. The value of these medieval witnesses will be noted shortly.
Ancient versions of the OT text.
a. Samaritan Pentateuch. After John Hyrcanus attacked Shechem in 128 bc, the breach between Samaritans and Jews was final. Only the Pentateuch is recognized among the Samaritans. The Samaritan Pentateuch, therefore, is a recension of the Hebrew text of the Torah transmitted among the Samaritans in isolation from the Jews from the second century bc onwards. It was later translated into Aramaic (whence the Samaritan Targum) and Arabic, and probably also Greek (to; Samareitikov n). Pentateuch and the later mt shows that many differences between the two represent a modernizing of the former in terms of grammar and spelling.
18
What became the proto-SP is a modernization and popularization of the protomt. The Samaritan Pentateuch is thus a strong witness to the antiquity and purity of the tradition in the mt, since the proto-mt had to be modernized and popularized in the second century bc so that it could be understood.
b. Old Greek and later Greek versions. Old Greek or Septuagint refers to a translation of the Hebrew Scriptures into Greek. The Pentateuch was translated early in the time of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (285-240 bc) in Alexandria, Egypt. The evidence of the Prologue to Ben Sira suggests that almost all the remaining books were translated by 130 bc. The name septuaginta, or "the Seventy," is adapted from propaganda that the Torah was translated by seventy-two scholars from Palestine (Aristeas).
Individual books vary in character and quality of translation and exhibit a full spectrum from extreme formal correspondence and literal translation to dynamic and functional translation and even paraphrase. 19 Sometimes the translation is an abbreviation of the source text and at other times there are additions, as for example in Daniel and Esther. Differences between the Septuagint and the later mt will be discussed shortly, but the Septuagint is important because it witnesses to a Hebrew Vorlage older than our other witnesses, including the DSS.
To complicate matters, long before all the books had been translated, revisions were already being made of existing translations. The process of making systematic, thoroughgoing revisions (called recensions) continued from possibly 200 bc through ad 200. We know of the so-called kaÇge tradition from the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Na˙al Óever and the later Jewish revisions of Theodotion, Aquila, and Symmachus. The precise line of demarcation between original Greek translations and later revisers in this corpus of texts has, in fact, not yet been clearly established. 20 Scholars are still working to prepare editions of these translations based upon careful study of all available evidence in Greek manuscripts, citations by Church Fathers, and early daughter translations. e. Aramaic Targums. The word targûm means "translation." It was customary in Talmudic times (third-fourth century ad) to translate biblical readings in synagogue simultaneously from Hebrew into Aramaic (m. Meg. 4:4, 6). Tradition traced this practice back to Ezra's public re-promulgation of the Law described in Neh 8:8 (y. Meg. 74d). 26 The main reason, however, for the origin of the Targums must have been the fact that increasingly in the post-exilic period Aramaic replaced Hebrew as the vernacular of Palestinian Jews. Étan Levine argues that the Targums originated in an academic setting and asserts that at no stage can they be envisaged as spontaneous translations, although doubtless they influenced synagogue worship. 27 The earliest evidence is the literal targums from Qumran and exegetical traditions in the NT (e.g. the names of Jannes and Jambres, mentioned in 2 Tim 3:8).
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The Targums usually reflect the proto-mt. Deviations are based mainly on exegetical traditions, not on deviating texts. Four approaches to combining interpretation and text are used in targums: (1) some offer a literal translation with substitutions that actualize the text; (2) some offer a literal translation with additions that can be bracketed without disturbing the syntax or flow of thought; (3) some offer a free translation and the additions actually replace parts of the original; and (4) some offer a midrashic rendering, that is, a complete new story is created out of the original text.
29 All four approaches embellish using Jewish interpretative traditions, explain figurative language, and modernize geographical toponyms. 
ii. the text-critical use of the versions
Before devoting the remainder of the time to an evaluation of the relative worth of the witnesses and a reconstruction of the textual transmission in the light of appropriate methodology, the principles for proper text-critical use of the versions should be briefly set out. 31 the most important of the ancient versions, it will be used for illustrative purposes.
Source and target languages as codes of communication.
One must compare and contrast source and target languages as codes of communication. This point may be rudimentary, but can be overlooked. Two examples may illustrate sufficiently. One cannot use the Latin Vulgate to determine whether the Hebrew parent text used by Jerome had the article or not, since Latin has no definite article. In Greek, nouns are inflected for case, but not in Hebrew. Thus in rendering a prepositional phrase such as j" BE z] MI h" l[" a literal translator would probably use the preposition ej pÇ, but would then have to decide which case to use after ej pÇ, i.e. touÅ qusiasthrÇou, tåÅ qusiasthrÇå, or to; qusiasthv rion. as AIGWN on palaeographic grounds, since characters in the square series are easily confused in papyri and uncials. The mention of sheep in the context also leads one naturally to think of goats. This error occurred so early that it dominated most of the extant manuscript tradition.
Differences due to factors in translation.
Before a translation can be properly used in the text criticism of the parent text, one must understand just how and from what point of view this translation was done by a particular translator. 36 Many differences between the resultant translation and original source text are due to the task of translation and do not constitute real textual variants. The following illustrations provide a classified sampling of issues in translation technique.
The most obvious quantitative difference between our present Hebrew text and the Greek translation consists in the pluses and minuses. Origen attempted to mark all of these in his famous Hexapla in the third century. Yet the majority of them are due to issues in translation and do not bear witness to a different parent text.
The Book of Job is a star example. The earliest Greek translation of Job is about one-sixth shorter than the Hebrew text of mt. For nearly a hundred years the consensus was that the Greek translator had used a different parent text, and some thought that the mt was derivative and secondary to the Hebrew base of the Septuagint. 37 Yet painstaking comparison of our Greek and Hebrew texts clearly showed that the differences were due to a functional equivalence approach to translation in which many of the long, windy speeches were made more manageable for a Hellenistic readership. . 41 Origen equated OG 20:2b and mt 20:2b, and consequently supplied 3a, 3b, and 4a from Theod(otion). These lines he marked with an asterisk and metobelus. His intent was to align OG quantitatively with mt, but on a different level he was wrong on several accounts: (1) essentially OG 20:2b and Theod 20:4a translate the same line in mt; (2) while OG and Theod are comprehensible taken by themselves, the hybrid text transmitted by the Christian church from Origen's work is a hopeless mismatch and does not make sense; (3) both OG and Theod obviously intended to supply a rendering of the Hebrew, albeit according to entirely different principles of translation.
Frank Polak of Tel Aviv is currently attempting to develop criteria to distinguish redactional from translational issues in the matter of minuses in the lxx. ej lpÇÍ 'hope' is based on the Aramaic meaning of this root. 44 In 1912 M. Flashar argued that the Greek translation was based on theological considerations since the translator hesitated to speak of God as having a washbasin. 45 Thus the Greek Psalter is based on the same Hebrew text that we have in mt, but the apparent divergence is based both on Aramaic influence as well as exegetical issues.
iii. the text-critical value of the septuagint version When issues related to the language, transmission, and task of translation are removed, only then can the text-critical value of the translation be assessed. Two examples illustrate that sometimes the mt is better, and at other times the parent text of the Septuagint is superior. The rendering in the lxx is based upon reading dydi j" h" l} from ddj 'be sharp' and is due to confusion of dalet and resh. The translator also vocalised t/dy; 'hands' and supplied a possessive pronoun rather than the Piel Bound Infinitive of hdy that we find in mt. The number four is supplied from the context. The text offered by the lxx is obviously inferior and easily shown to be a secondary development from the text in mt by common errors in textual transmission. At the same time, it is clear that it testifies to the same consonantal text transmitted in mt and is not a serious witness to a different textual tradition. Targum > 47 A scholion attributed to Eusebius in the Palestinian Catena tradition reads as follows: oJ de; meta; tauÅ ta stÇcoÍ di' ou• e≥rhtai: pisto; Í kuv rioÍ ej n paÅ si to∂Í lov goiÍ autouÅ kaµ o § sioÍ ej n paÅ si to∂Í eß rgoiÍ autouÅ , ou˚ fev retai ouß te ej n tåÅ eJ braikåÅ , ouß te para; to∂Í loipo∂Í eJ rmhneuta∂Í. diov per wÒ Í peritto; Í anagkaÇwÍ wbev listai. 49 It seems that the parent text of the Septuagint Translator had twml, i.e. "to death." The taw was lost by accidental mutilation at the end of the line. The translator also read a passive form of the verbalso attested by the corrector of 1Q a . Once the taw was lost, the remaining letters were read in the mt as lâmô and the consonants for the verb vocalized as a noun: "the blow was to them." This text is problematic, since evidence is slim to show that the suffix can mean "to him" as many modern scholars interpret the text. 50 Thus, while not all critics are persuaded, 51 the difference in the Septuagint is probably due to a different Hebrew parent text which preserves the original reading. 51 Ekblad acknowledges the possibility that the parent text of the lxx had tw, M: l" , but argues that since neither hß cqh or any form of aß gw matches [gn anywhere in the lxx, the Greek translator may have mistaken [g' n, as the perfect of gh" n; . This is not probable either as an error of hearing or sight and overlooks the fact that the rendering in verse 9 is inspired by that in verse 7. Differences, therefore, between the lxx and other witnesses to the text which are genuine textual variants should be evaluated on a case by case basis, and one should not prefer a priori either the lxx or the mt.
iv. assessing the witnesses and reconstructing the text history
Several competing theories of the history of the transmission of the text have given way in recent years to a near-consensus that both canon and text are fluid until the end of the first century ad when they were standardized. Evidence for this is based mainly on the variation found among the texts from the Judaean Desert and also on large scale differences between the Septuagint and mt largely in the Former Prophets, Jeremiah, Job, and Proverbs. Attention will be focused on this evidence, then, as I assess the consensus view and offer an alternative proposal to the reconstruction of the text history.
Many scholars, including James Sanders and Eugene Ulrich who believe that the text was fluid and pluriform up to ad 130, classify the earliest witnesses according to two types: (1) manuscripts that represent a simple, straightforward copying and transmitting of the text precisely as received; and (2) manuscripts that represent scribes revising and updating the text to make it revelant to the current circumstances and generation. Sanders labels the former the "repetition" factor and the latter the "resignification" factor.
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Such a classification is extremely helpful in evaluating the apparent chaos in the witnesses, but does not necessarily lead to the conclusions of Sanders and Ulrich.
Assessing the texts from the Judaean desert.
First, we will consider the biblical texts from the Judaean desert, and then all the DSS in general, biblical and non-biblical. Emanuel Tov has broadly classified the various witnesses found at Qumran according to a theory of text groups as follows: 
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible (1992)
The Hebrew Bible and the Judaean Desert Discoveries (2002) Such a presentation can give the impression that we are lacking a standardized text of the OT in the Maccabean and Hasmonean periods. We may even wonder if strong attestation for an early standard text can be found. Two considerations must suffice to show that this portrayal of the text history may be misleading.
First, these data can be assessed differently. Qumran practice refers to manuscripts exhibiting a different approach to morphology, orthography, copying practices, and grammar, but this does not mean a different text type. Paulson Pulikottil, in a detailed investigation of 1QIsa a appearing in 2001, identified numerous variants that represent harmonization, explication, modernization, and contextual changes on the part of the scribe(s). 54 This demonstrates resignification in relation to the mainstream text and presupposes it. The pre-Samaritan tradition does offer important textual variants, but when compared with mt by and large represents a popularized text that is updated in various ways, especially grammatically and lexically. 55 The fact that the Hebrew text later known as mt was being linguistically updated by 200 bc shows that it was already an ancient tradition at that time. Thus, the Samaritan Pentateuch witnesses to the antiquity of the tradition in mt. The claim that 5% of texts among the Qumran Scrolls are close to the parent text of the lxx can only refer to cases where the lxx differs textually from mt. In fact, agreement between lxx and mt is overwhelming. Finally, Tov's category "non-aligned" needs to be re-examined to determine whether the kind of variants included here are real textual variants, singular variants of no particular value, or evidence of interpreting the text to a particular audience or sub-group within Second Temple Judaism. What we may have instead are texts copied in circles outside the scribes from the Temple where adapta- Soderlund argues persuasively that the reading in 2QJer and lxx breaks the parallelism and introduces a clumsy change of subject which must be expressed in the form of an intrusive and inexplicable quote. The author of the composition cannot be blamed for this and hence the reading is clearly secondary. 61 What matters here is not a literary-critical argument but the fact that 2QJer and lxx share a certainly erroneous reading. This is primary evidence for a common ancestor somewhere in the history of these two witnesses, in spite of the fact that the fragment from Qumran does not agree with the lxx in the arrangement of the chapters. And it is this common 56 For the proposal that scribes from the circles of the temple were entrusted with copying and preserving of the proto-Masoretic The second fundamental principle easily forgotten, according to Chiesa, is that many so-called unique readings used to classify these manuscripts are far from being unique and are not reliable for establishing the position of a witness within the text history of that biblical book. As an example, he points to K. A. Mathews's article "The Leviticus Scroll (11QpaleoLev) and the Text of the Hebrew Bible," CBQ 48 (1986) 171-207, where the main results of his editio maior are made available to a wider circle of readers. I cite Chiesa in full:
According to the editor 15 lectiones singulares are to be found in his scroll. But, five of these readings are certainly not «unique»: nr. 6 appears also in a Genizah fragment; nr. 14 in a De Rossi manuscript; nr. 38 is quite certainly shared by lxx; nr. 42 by the same witness as well as by the Vulgata; nr. 48 is to be found in some Kennicott manuscripts. Of the remaining ten «unique» readings, one is clearly the result of a mechanical error (14), and in four other cases (29, 39, 48, 55) what is concerned is the presence or the absence of ta (nota accusativi). Only five «unique» readings are left-not very safe ground for declaring this manuscript to be an independent text of Leviticus.
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Chiesa's reminder concerning unique readings shows the category of NonAligned Texts provided by Tov needs re-examination. One must weigh the variants, not count them. Tov's category does not support the idea of a fluid text at this time. Chiesa also demonstrates the value of later manuscripts. Editors for BHQ are not collating Genizah Fragments after 1000 or including readings from the more than 3000 medieval manuscripts. Yet it is possible that these later sources preserve readings now attested earlier by texts from the Judaean desert.
When all the texts from the Judaean desert, both biblical and non-biblical, are considered, characterization from repetition to resignification is, in fact, a continuum on a spectrum, just as one color changes gradually to another in the color spectrum of light refracted through a prism.
Sidnie White Crawford, in her 2008 monograph Rewriting Scripture in Second Temple Times, characterizes texts at Qumran on a continuous spectrum from biblical texts of the Pentateuch in the pre-Samaritan tradition, to Reworked Pentateuch, the Book of Jubilees, the Temple Scroll, the Genesis Apocryphon, and finally 4QCommentary on Genesis A. 64 This spectrum moves from conflation, harmonization, and modification, through new compositions closely related to the source text, to commentary involving citation plus comment. She concludes that both canon and text were fluid and not standardized at this time. What is helpful is that her study shows the graduated continuum from biblical text to paraphrase to commentary. Her conclusions, however, do not follow from analysis of the evidence. The evidence from Qumran must be put within the larger picture of all the scrolls from the Judaean desert-the evidence of one sect within the widely variegated Judaism of the Second Temple. In the larger picture there is a central stream dominated by the proto-Masoretic texts. 65 The fact that most of the texts described by Crawford employ as a base a popularized text similar to that in the protoSamaritan tradition is revealing: she is describing the path of resignification at this time, but this is only part of the larger picture. To be sure, outside the circle of scribes closely connected to the Temple various sub-groups within Judaism used popular forms of the text. This is no different from a Christian or Jewish bookstore today and should not be interpreted to show that the text was fluid or non-standardized. The same categories used to classify texts at Qumran exist in Bible editions currently published: Bibles that offer a standard text unadorned and uninterpreted, and Bibles that adorn and decorate, paraphrase, interpret, and re-arrange the text for the audience and culture of our times. Do we conclude from this that both canon and text are fluid? Hardly.
Crawford's criteria for identifying a text as canonical are also faulty. She gives four criteria: (1) the text claims to be authoritative; (2) the text is cited as authoritative; and/or (3) the text is the subject of a commentary; and (4) the text exists in multiple copies. Zechariah warns that inspired prophecy is at an end, and on several occasions 1 Maccabees notes that no prophet existed in Israel at that time. 67 So the high claims of Jubilees and the Temple Scroll were not recognized by all in Second Temple Judaism. Someone in the future writing in the Martian Journal of Twenty-First Century American Archaeology and using the criteria provided by Crawford might wrongly conclude from a dig done at Southern Seminary that Grudem's Systematic Theology was a canonical text.
2. Assessing the Septuagint. Finally, brief consideration of the evidence of the Septuagint is necessary, however complex and problematic. At first glance, many differences exist between the Septuagint and mt. Most of these arise from differences between source and target languages as codes of communication, corruption within the textual transmission of the Greek version, and variants which are due to the translator and not genuinely textual. 68 When such differences are eliminated, the first datum from comparative study is the high level of agreement between mt and the presumed parent text of the lxx. In research on the text of the Greek Psalter, Gilles Dorival concluded that the majority of differences between it and mt are translational and not textual. 69 The same is true in Job as I concluded in my own extensive study. 70 In Proverbs, several recent studies have concluded that the lxx version is a creative reshaping of the proto-mt aimed to enhance the figure of Solomon.
Early witnesses such as 4QLXXLev a and 4QLXXNum were assessed by Ulrich against Skehan and Wevers to show a different Vorlage and hence a pluriform text. A major new study by Petersen reverses the conclusion of Ulrich: the singular variants in these texts represent clarification and stylistic revision, as Ulrich did not adequately explore issues of translation technique.
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A dissertation on Lamentations by Kevin J. Youngblood involving exhaustive analysis of translation technique did not find many differences that were genuinely textual.
73 Y. Goldman, editor of Ecclesiastes for BHQ, preferred readings from the lxx against mt in 46 instances and mt against lxx in approximately 104. It is in the nature of things that textual critics focus on differences. Let us not forget that both lxx and mt in tandem witness to a Hebrew text that is, for the most part, ancient and pristine.
In addition, Greek recensions of the Septuagint, attested outside Qumran, both before and after the Fall of Jerusalem, show revision towards the protomt as the dominant and authoritative form of the text. A good example is the kaÇge tradition witnessed in the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from Na˙al Óever and the recensions of Theodotion (early first century ad), Aquila (ad 120), and Symmachus (ad 180).
3. Large-scale differences between the lxx and mt. Lastly, something should be said, however brief and inadequate for so large a topic, about those situations where we observe a group of real textual variants between the lxx and our Hebrew texts that belong to a pattern, so that the only explanation is that the one or the other apparently represents a different edition or recension in the history of a biblical book. Scholars such as Eugene Ulrich use the witness of the DSS, the lxx, and other witnesses to stress that in both canon and text, the Scriptures were fluid and pluriform until ad 70 or 100, or perhaps even ad 135. 74 Instead of grouping our witnesses according to families or text-types as in Table 1 , Ulrich argues that we must recognize evidence for different editions of a text in its development or literary history as in Table 2 . Emanuel Tov claims that that the lxx contributes far more large-scale differences than any other witness, including the texts from the Judaean desert. He is probably right. Well-known examples are: (1) the shorter lxx Jeremiah; (2) the shorter lxx Ezekiel; and (3) the lxx of Samuel-Kings. Moreover, the lxx version of both Joshua and Judges offers a pattern of textual variants that, according to some, attest a different stage in the redactional history. 78 All of these are extremely knotty problems, each of which requires exhaustive analysis rather than just brief Probeschriften. Lack of critical editions and exhaustive studies on translation technique make it difficult to identify variants providing genuine evidence for different editions. Furthermore, by and large scholars have not heeded the important review of Tov's work on textual criticism offered by N. Fernández Marcos:
I begin by recognizing that the section dedicated to textual criticism and to literary criticism as well as to the different editions of some books (pp. 313-350) is one of the most outstanding contributions of the book. But here also I am inclined to express, as a textual critic, some reservations. It seems to me to be productive and positive to build a bridge between literary criticism, that is to say, the stage of formation of a book, and textual criticism, the period of its written transmission. But it is necessary to warn that the two disciplines demand different methodologies which should not be mixed together in that dialogue. The difficulty of distinguishing in many cases whether a certain variant dates back to the period of textual transmission, or rather belongs to the period of literary formation of the book, is admitted. But, in my understanding, all of the modifications or variants that are not mere palaeographical errors are attributed with excessive ease to a different literary stratum. In this way, the process of textual transmission is minimized, overlooking the existence of ideological variants and the creative activity of many copyists at least in the first period of said transmission, that is to say, forgetting that the period of transmission also meant a process of hermeneutical appropriation of the text. With excessive frequency each omission in an ancient witness (pp. 344-348) is interpreted as belonging to a different literary stratum. But, what should be said about the accidents of textual transmission? The biblical manuscripts are plagued with omissions of this kind; in some cases the reason for the omission is clear, but there are many other changes in the process of transmission for which we cannot find a satisfactory palaeographical explanation. But this does not mean that they belong to different literary strata.
The textual critic can choose for multiple reasons, including pragmatic reasons, to publish a certain language stage, even though it may not be the oldest that can be achieved by the methods of textual criticism. But even in this case he will not be able to disregard the diachronic perspective and the connecting, if it were possible genetically, of all the witnesses of the tradition. He will have to establish the connection at which the textual witnesses meet, even in the case of having to publish them separately given the predominance of variants that are not indicative or significant for genetic and textual relationships.
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Space and time allow only brief comments to point scholars in a direction different from the picture painted by Ulrich. The question to be faced squarely is this. If we can demonstrate that a group of real textual variants represents a different edition of a biblical book, what is the textual value of such a witness? Assured results are hardly possible with the editions and studies in hand at the present time. Nevertheless, clear guidelines and principles from the categories of repetition and resignification can give proper direction to our conceptual framework and help us carefully look at the assumptions and methodologies of those who are attempting to combine literary critical and redaction theories with textual criticism.
(1) It is possible for a text to be resignified in the process of transmission. Jerusalem, Judaism was highly variegated, and textual transmission answers to a broad continuum of texts ranging from repetition to resignification. Scribes in the circle of the temple nearly always preferred texts representing repetition rather than resignified texts. 87 After the fall of Jerusalem, in the Hebrew textual transmission there was only repetition and no longer any resignification. This gives the impression that the text was standardized at this time, but, in fact, this is an incorrect conclusion. Let me be absolutely clear: the consensus view that the text was standardized in the first century ad is wrong. Rather, what was dominant before the fall in terms of repetition, was likewise dominant after the fall-the proto-mt. Since there was no longer any resignification, it only appears that the text is now standard and not before this time. Two important reasons support this reconstruction. First, after the destruction of Jerusalem, Judaism was no longer variegated but rather dominated by one sect, the Pharisees, the precursors of the rabbinic tradition. Their approach to the text restricted transmission to repetition. Second, the period from the first to fourth centuries ad is the period in which the Aramaic Targums were developed. From the description above, we can see that they exhibit exactly the same types of resignification that we see earlier at Qumran. Thus, there was resignification after the fall of Jerusalem, but it was in Aramaic and in the targumic tradition and therefore separate from the textual transmission of the Hebrew text. 88 87 Recently, Emanuel Tov has argued that the collection known as the mt is coincidental in nature. He asserts that this is "more pronounced in the translations than in the Hebrew mt. We do not claim that the collections show no planning at all. We merely suggest that, in addition to visible elements of planning, we should also recognize many unplanned elements." See E. Admittedly, the choices available were poor at times, but cannot be best described as coincidental and unplanned. Even in the translations, they were the result of groups with interests at stake in the method of translation.
88 After presentation at the plenary session of the annual meeting of the ETS, Stefan Schorch kindly pointed out that Abraham Tal had already propounded a similar view. See Abraham Tal, "Is There a Raison d'Être for an Aramaic Targum in a Hebrew-Speaking Society?" REJ 160 (2001) 357-78. Tal's argument may be summarized as follows. The traditional view considering the Aramaic Targum as a social necessity aimed at the masses that no longer understood Hebrew was in active use among the common people by the time the first Targum was conceived. Tal submits the thesis that the Onqelos-type Targum was not destined to expose the ignorant masses to the Law, whose language was inaccessible to them. It was rather directed against the tendency to "modernize" the text of the holy writ in accordance with contemporary linguistic habits and ideological trends. As we learn from the DSS, the Samaritan Pentateuch, and even rabbinical testimonies, such harmonizing exemplars of the Law existed in the first centuries ad. The use of the Targum along with the original made possible the modernization without altering the sacred text.
